Interdisciplinary (ID) 
. Basically, the data set contains estimates for 13 different ecosystem "outputs." Of these, seven pertain to quantifiable resource products: herbage and browse production, net wood growth, wood harvested, domestic livestock grazing, wild ruminant grazing, dispersed recreation use, and water yield. A previous paper evaluated the estimates of herbage and browse production (Mitchell and Pickens 1985) .
The purpose of this study was to evaluate the wood harvest and, to a lesser extent, wood growth data contained in the multiresource data set used in the 1980 Assessment. The data structure, discussed below, limits this analysis to various checks of internal consistency and of procedures followed by the ID teams in developing production coefficients.
Description of ID-Team Procedures
The ID-team estimates of these resource outputs were based on a hierarchical partitioning of the forest and range land base of the U.S. according to vegetation classification, land ownership, productivity class (PC), and condition class (CC) (Mitchell and Pickens 1985) .
The vegetation classification for timbered and woodland ecosystems was taken from Kuchler's (1964) Potential Natural Vegetation system. Several of Kuchler's vegetation types were not included (e.g., ponderosa shrub forest, Great Basin pine forest, and juniper steppe woodland) in the Assessment data base, and one nonforested type was added (mountain meadow).
Therefore, the amended classification system was renamed Potential Natural Communities (PNC) and experience, rather than on mechanistic mathematical descriptors or statistical models produced from actual data (Joyce et al. 1983 Level 2 with physical structure development (Rehfeldt 1978 PNCs showing no interaction effect West: 2, 4, 5, 6, 10, 12, 13, 15, 17, 18, 19, 20, 25 East: 73, 84, 85, 86, 87, 89, 90, 92, 93, 97, 98, 99, 100, 103 PNCs with an interaction (joint resource production) effect and associated ID The problem of lack of references of wood growth/yield tables is somewhat intensified by the incompleteness of several references that were cited. References listed for three of the western PNCs (PNCs 17, 18, and 20) and seven of the eastern PNCs (PNCs 80, 86, 87, 88, 99, 102,  and 105) were found to be inadequate to allow them to be acquired in a library search. Of these, only two of the eastern PNC management scenarios contained additional references; for the remainder, the incomplete reference was the only one cited. If West: 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 19, 25 East: 72, 82, 89, 101, 104 PNCs with one reference cited West: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 10, 17, 18, 20, 24 East: 73, 80, 84, 91, 98, 99, 102, 103, 105 PNCs with more than one reference cited East: 85, 86, 87, 88, 90, 92, 93, 94, 95, 97,  No suitability criteria mentioned for PNCs West: 6, 9, 16, 20 East: 82, 84, 86, 90, 91, 92, 93, 94, 95, 97, 98, 99, 104, 105 Suitability criteria applied to PNCs as a whole West: 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 14, 15, 17, 18, 24, 25 East: 72, 73, 85, 88, 89, 100, 101, PNCs rated as good West: 5, 10, 13, 14, 19, 20 East: 72, 73, 80, 82, 85, 88, 94, 97, 100, 101, 102, 103 PNCs rated as acceptable West: 1, 2. 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 15, 16, 17, 18, 24 East: 84, 86, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93 PNCs rated as minimal .s
